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AT05IC  Ifc’EAFOSS  AI«B  GHOBiiD  C05BAT: 
Search  for  Organization  and  Doctrine 


It  is  now  iBore  than  eight  years  since  the  atOEdc  blasts  at 
HiroshiuS  and  iJagasaki  announced  an  impendiisg  revolution  in  war 
nethods.  It  was  clear  from  the  start  that  this  was  no  ordinary 
developaent.  Unlike  earlier  weapons  which  required  years  of 
developsjsnt  even  after  they  appeared,  the  atomic  bomb,  as  Captain 
Cyril  Fails  observed,  was  a  virtually  "complete"  weapon  when  it 
arrived*  The  U.S.  Strategic  Bonibing  Survey  suggested  almost 
isssediateiy  that  the  context  in  which  ail  forces  would  be  e^loyed 
in  an  atonic  war  required  "radical  changes"  in  equipment,  training 
and  tactics*  Writing  four  years  later,  Kajor  Generail  Janes  K*  Gavin 
used  alrsost  the  saiae  language  saying  that  "if  an  E-bonfo  is  developed 
and  A-bombs  tecoras  available  for  tactical  eniployicent,  we  should 
realize  now  that  this  will  radically  revolutionize  land  warfare." 

In  the  autumn  of  1951,  Gordon  Dean  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Cossaission 
pointed  out  that  "our  fundasentai  concepts  of  what  atomic  warfare  is 
and  what  it  sight  mean  to  us  rust  undea'go  revolutionary  change*" 
Speaking  before  the  Assembly  of  the  United  Rations  on  December  8,  1953, 
President  Eisenhower  said  that  "the  United  States  stockpile  of  atomic 
weapons,  which,  of  course,  increases  daily,  exceeds  by  many  tiises  the 


explosive  equivalent  of  the  total  of  ail  the  bocbs  and  all  the  shells 
that  caire  froni  every  plane  and  every  gun  in  every  theater  of  war 
through  all  the  years  of  Ifi’orld  V?ar  II."  He  added  that  "in  sise  and 
variety  the  developisent  of  atomic  weapons  has  been  no  less  resarkable- 

For  better  or  for  worse  the  Air  Force  developed  a  weapons 
system  and  doctrine  for  the  einploysent  of  atoaic  weapons  in  strategic 
air  war  in  the  period  after  1945-  This  was  no  riystery  and  its  pros 
and  cons  were  debated  with  conspicuous  frankness  in  the  B-3^  the 
KacArtbur  hearings.  ¥e  have  had  no  such  detailed  revelation  of  the 
reaction  of  the  ground  forces  to  the  "revolution"  which  seeiaed  to 
have  been  pending  in  its  organization,  equipment,  and  doctrine  since 
1945  • 

This  does  not  nean  to  isspiy  that  the  Defense  Department  has  been 
slow  to  concern  itself  with  the  prcbless  of  atonic  weapons  and 
ground  warfare,  vie  have  abundant  grounds  for  assurance  that  it  has 
been  about  its  business  vd.th  promptness  and  energy.  The  results  of 
its  work  are  not  always  visible  to  the  public,  for  it  is  not  in  the 
national  Interest  that  ail  aspects  of  o^ir  vreapons  systems  and 
strategies  be  discussed  in  unclassified  publications.  But  there  is 
an  area  in  the  field  of  doctrine  and  orranizat-ion  in  which  no  snount 
of  free  discussion  can  benefit  the  enezy.  It  is  in  this  field  that 
we  cannot  rely  entirely  on  the  operations  analyst  and  scientist, 
valuable  as  their  contributions  nay  re.  Trere  is  a  trsnsndous 
resevoir  of  practical  experience  ir.  the  officer  cor^s  of  the  Ariny. 
These  nen  have  a  great  deal  to  contribute,  for  sound  doctrine  and 
organisation  can  only  be  achieved  through  the  give  and  take  of  open 
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disc'assion  'bet'-.'een  ren  *«:ith  different  experiences  and  skills.  It 
is  t'.e  rnrpose  of  tLis  article  to  stirulate  this  kind  of  discussion. 

In  an  article  in  the  February  issue  of  C0J3AT  FORCES  JOUH2i.4L, 
remarkable  for  its  clarity  and  insight,  Li.oyd  IJoriaan  called  attention 
to  trie  dangers  and  weaknesses  of  a  national  policy  v;hich  errohasizes 
air  otoric  t-ower  at  the  expense  of  the  groiuid  forces  and  the  navy. 
Sore  readers  say  feel  that  he  should  have  gone  farther  in  stressing 
the  inrlicritions  whic^  the  ”r£ssive  retaliation”  policy  isay  have  in 
the  day  when  t:.e  Soviet  Union  has  relatively  equal  air  atosic 
capability,  rut  it  is  not  enough  nierely  to  set  forth  the  perils  of 
resent-  trends  without  systesatically  considering  alternative 
strategies  and  policies  and  vrithout  offering  sore  idea  of  the 
weapons  syst ers  vdiich  are  to  lEplesent  them.  One  must  do  more  than 
v.crn  agairst  concluding  that  "ground  fighting  is  now  outmoded"  or  that 
"sac' ir.es  can  never  really  replace  rsn  on  the  battlefield."  Sooner 
or  later  one  ssust  deal  with  the  64  dollar  question:  Ifihat  preparations 
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havs  baan  and  am  being  sade  bo  prepare  bhe  ground  foroos  for 
e!nplc3rnent  in  the  day  of  atozsic  plenty? 

Kr.  Korxaan's  article  gives  his  opinion  of  the  time  table 
involved.  Ke  writes  that  in  1950,  five  years  after  Hiroshima, 

"Army  planners  realized  that  atomic  weapons  and  guided  missiles 
would  change  the  nature  of  future  warfare."  Then,  later  in  his 
article,  he  suggests  that  it  may  be  i95B  or  I960  "before  the  atomic 
age  infantry  will  appear."  In  otoc.  words  a  fifteen  year  delay  may 
have  to  be  envisaged  between  the  advent  of  atomic  weapons  and  the 
appearance  of  atomic  age  infantry.  If  this  is  to  be  the  case,  when 
may  we  expect  to  have  a  doctrine  for  the  effective  es^loyment  of 
these  forces  and  atomic  weapons  in  ground  operations? 

In  the  >^ch  issue  of  C0KB.4T  FORCES  JOUHJiAL,  Walter  Millis 
raises  further  questions  about  the  wisdom  of  basing  national  policies 
and  strategy  prijuarily  on  atomic  weapons.  He  warns  that  they  cannot 
be  considered  as  fully  "conventional"  in  our  ground  forces  imtil  we 
can  reduce  the  artillery,  amor  and  infantry  components  which  hither- 
tofore  provided  their  main  source  of  fire,  shock  and  staying  power. 

He  questions  the  wisdom  of  hmnrying  atomic  weapons  into  tactical  use 
by  suggesting  that  in  a  period  of  Soviet  inferiority  in  numbers  of 
atomic  weapons,  their  eiq)ioyi3ent  by  our  side  in  the  ground  defense  of 
Western  Europe  or  some  other  vital  area,  may  force  the  Soviet  Union 
to  reply  by  expending  their  smaller  stockpile  on  American  cities. 

Thus  he  fears  that  an  atteispt  to  bring  atomic  weapons  back  to  the 
battlefield  say  merely  insure  bringing  them  back  to  the  cities.  By 
stressing  the  belief  that  in  a  sysetrical  atomic  air  and  ground  war. 
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Esy  need  sore,  not  fewer  soldiers.  ."Cr.  Milils  sees  a  confimation 
of  the  value  of  Soviet  manpower  numbers. 

After  reading  Kr.  Millis*s  thought-provoking  article,  one  is 
forced  to  ask  the  following  questions  t  Unless  it  is  able  to  employ 
an  atomic  ground  capability  against  a  Soviet  invasion  by  conventional 
or  atomic  ground  forces,  especially  at  a  time  when  the  Soviet  Union 
holds  over  the  heads  of  Europe  and  America  the  blackmail  threat  of 
atomic  attacks  on  our  cities,  how  is  the  ¥est  to  defend  itself? 

If  the  American  capability  for  waging  strategic  air  war  with 
atonic  weapons  has  exerted  a  powerful  deterrent  effect  on  the  Soyiet 
Union,  may  we  not  assuEse  that  a  ground  atonic  capability  would  add 
to  this  deterrence? 

Atomic  weapons,  like  the  airplane  and  the  weather  are  here  to 
stay.  If  we  do  not  develop  a  ground  atomic  capability,  we  run  the 
risk  that  in  time  the  Soviet  Union  may  do  so.  If  we  judge  by  their 
ideology,  objectives,  and  past  methods,  this  application  of  atomic 
energy  to  war  purposes  would  be  •‘doing  what  comes  naturally. Of  what 
use  would  mere  numbers  of  soldiers  and  conventional  weapons  be  in 
the  f^ce  of  this  development? 

After  the  advent  of  atomic  weapons,  one  should  have  anticipated 
that  our  military  periodicals  would  be  filled  with  articles  exploring 
the  irplications  of  this  development.  This  has  hardly  been  the  case. 
Perhaps  the  Korean  war,  with  its  exclusive  use  of  conventional  weapons 
has  diverted  attention  away  from  the  tactical  esploysent  of  atomic 
weaiKjns,  and  so  added  several  years  to  the  time  lag  involved  in  the 
transfer  to  advanced  weapons.  If  that  is  the  case,  it  may  turn  out  to 
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be  the  greatest  gain  tha  noiasunists  will  draw  fron  the  Korean  vfar. 

Be  that  as  it  aay,  the  fact  reisains  that  comparatively  few  articles 

have  been  written  by  military  laen  on  the  tactical  employment  of 

atomic  weapons.  Why  is  this?  Why  have  ground  force  officers  in 

particular  been  slow  to  make  their  views  and  opinions  Imown? 

As  Professor  I.  3.  Holley,  Jr.  has  written: 

”Sven  the  most  cursory  survey  of  military  history 
substantiates  the  premise  that  superior  weapons  give 
their  users  an  advantage  favoring  victory.  A  somewhat 
closer  study  of  military  history  shows  that  new  and 
more  effective  weapons  have  generally  been  adopted 
slowly  in  spite  of  their  obvious  advantages.  Since 
the  character  of  modern  weapons  is  such  that  their 
production  as  well  as  their  use  can  dislocate  whole 
economies,  it  is  probably  not  too  ssich  to  suggest  that 
the  survival  of  entire  cultures  say  hinge  upon  an  ability 
to  perfect  superior  weapons  and  exploit  them  fully." 

In  order  for  a  weapon  to  attain  its  saximum  effectiveness  three 

things  are  necessary.  Military  leaders  saist  recognize  its  caj^biXSties 

and  potentialities,  forces  mist  be  adapted  to  en5)loy  it,  and  a  doctrine 

must  be  developed  regarding  its  use.  It  would  appear  that  although 

we  have  or  will  have  atomic  weapons  for  tactical  employment,  we  lack 

forces  adapted  to  their  use  and  a  doctrine  covering  their  employment - 

Here  is  where  the  active  participation  of  ground  force  officers  and 

sen  is  required. 

There  are  many  understandable  reasons  why  soldiers  have  been 
reluctant  to  "go  out  on  a  limb"  in  print  about  a  matter  like  the 
eiroloyment  of  atomic  weapons  in  tactical  operations.  Since  no  one 
knows  what  war  will  actually  be  like  under  these  conditions,  the 
writer  runs  a  certain  amount  of  risk  that  his  views  may  look  bad  in 
retrospect.  In  earlier  days  one  could  offer  official  secrecy  about 


« 
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atomic  weapons  as  an  excuse  for  inaction,  but  that  is  hardly 
possible  now.  Enough  literature  is  available  and  unclassified  to 
get  at  the  essentials.  To  judge  by  the  statements  of  President 
Eisenhower  and  Gordon  Dean,  the  day  of  atomic  plenty  is  dawning  if 
not  already  here.  Therefore  no  officer  can  at  present  pretend  that 
he  does  not  have  enough  "facts”  on  hand  to  begin  a  study  of  the 
effects  of  atomic  weapons  ou  ground  force  operations. 

The  few  books  and  articles  written  by  ground  force  officers  on 
this  subject  in  the  period  from  1945-1954  show  that  they  have 
operated  upon  the  assumption  that  very  few  atomic  weapons  would  be 
available  for  tactical  operations  after  the  requirements  of  strategic 
air  operations  were  met.  This  may  have  encouraged  then  to  look  upon 
atomic  v:eapons  as  just  another  limited  addition  to  an  already  large 
arsenal  at  their  disposal  —  and  not  as  a  weapon  which  might  itself 
revolutionize  ground  warfare.  It  may  account  for  what  on  the  surface 
appears  to  be  an  effort  to  fit  atonic  weapons  into  existing  ground 
force  organisation  and  doctrine  with  a  nininus  dislocation.  This  is 
the  traditional  way  of  armed  forces  with  new  weapons  and  accounts  at 
least  in  part  for  the  astonishing  tine  lag  which  has  acconpanled  the 
exploitation  of  new  weapons  in  the  past. 

In  the  period  of  transition  from  high  explosives  to  atomic 
weapons,  there  is  a  great  danger  that  these  new  weapons  will  be  farmed 
out  to  existing  organizations  and  that  the  public  will  assume  that 
this  constitutes  preparing  for  atomic  war.  One  suspects  that  a 
strange  hermaphrodite  creature,  half  HE  and  half  atozsic  will  emez^e 
having  a3Ll  the  limitations  of  the  former  with  only  half  the  potentiality 
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Rather  than  trying  to  save  as  roich  as  possible  of  existing 
institutions  and  organizations,,  it  may  be  helpful  for  ground  force 
officers  to  bainner  out  some  kind  of  hard  and  detailed  answers  to 
questions  of  the  following  kind: 

!•  How  can  targets  be  found  and  attacked  with  atosic  weapons 
by  ground  force  organizations  with  the  aaniEnun  delay? 

2,  «hat  is  the  cost  advantageous  size  for  a  self-contained 
coEsbat  unit  which  can  utilize  atondc  weapons  in  a  ground  campaign? 

3*  ¥hat  kind  of  specialized  training  will  be  required  and 
what  kind  of  cosaand  structure  can  control  the  operation  of  many  of 
these  linits  when  widely  dispersed  or  in  rapid  njovensent? 

The  lixaitations  of  a  less  drastic  approach  to  the  problem  are 
illustrated  in  the  book  recently  written  by  Colonel  G.  C.  Reinhardt 
and  Lt«  Colonel  ¥•  R.  Kintner  entitled:  Atomic  ¥eai>ons  in  Land  Combat. 
¥hile  these  officers  deserve  highest  conziendation  for  their  pioneer 
effort  in  this  field,  it  suffers  under  the  handicap  of  assusaing  that 
the  next  war  will  be  fought  by  'world  War  II  type  organizations  such 
as  regiiaents,  tettalions,  and  divisions,  and  that  they  isay  employ  a 
few  atonic  weapons  now  and  then  as  weapons  of  opportunity  along  with 
conventional  types.  The  authors  pay  sons  attention  to  the  need  for 
dispersion,  concealment  and  iDobility,  but  when  the  chips  are  down, 
they  speak  prissrily  in  terms  of  World  War  II  experience.  In  their 
efforts  to  reassure  ground  force  readers  that  the  pro'oleiss  of  atomic 
war  can  be  mastered,  the  authors  cay  have  unintentionally  conveyed  a 
misleading  irroression  of  the  survival  possi'oilities  under  atomic 
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=  attack  of  ground  force  organizations  employing  s/orid  War  II  numbers, 
weapons  and  logistics.  They  have  also,  perhaps  unwittingly,  holped 

•> 

to  strengthen  the  existing  iippressioa  that  atoiaic  weapons  are  and  will 
continue  to  be  low  powered,  very  expensive,  limited  in  numbers,  and 

'j 

difficult  to  obtain. 

i 

The  framework  in  which  Reinhardt  and  Kintner  foresee  the 
application  of  atomic  weapons  to  ground  force  operations  (p.  39)  is 
,  one  in  which  they  will  be  used  to  perform  tasks  which  cannot  be 
handled  effectively  by  conventional  weapons.  The  supply  will  be  too 
limited  and  these  weapons  vfill  be  too  •’valuable  for  expenditure  on 
area  targets  or  blanliet  interdiction."  Keed  is  seen  (p.  55)  for 
specially-trained  forces  to  service  and  de3Liver  the  weapons  but  our 
nain  reliance  must  be  placed  on  "nany  divisions  backed  by  adequate 
,  tactical  airpower."  Then,  in  a  rather  astonishing  follow  up  (p.  56) 

^  it  is  insisted  that  these  "divisions  imist  possess  the  mobility  of 
command,  and  the  organization  and  training  to  survive  hostile  atomic 

I 

*  attacks."  How  is  this  to  be  achieved?  Certainly  not  by  giving  our 

! 

^  "divisions"  (p.  147)  discipline  and  mobility  at  least  equal  to  that 
I  of  the  elite  divisions  of  World  war  II. 

Sven  if  it  were  possible  for  an  old  fashioned  division  to 
I  survive  in  the  day  of  atomic  scarcity  —  which  is  open  to  doubt  — 

I  their  use  on  the  battlefield  in  the  day  of  atomic  plenty  would  seem 
I  to  invite  disaster.  One  can  only  hope  that  Colonels  Eeinhardt  and 
I  Sintner  will  try  their  hands  at  writing  a  new  book  based  on  the 

(assumption  that  atomic  weapons  will  be  plentiful  enough  in  the  future 
to  fight  through  an  entire  ground  campaign  without  being  forced  to 
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rely  in  any  inmortant.  way  cn  H£  for  fire  and  shock  power.  Such  an 
effort  Eaght  lead  then  to  the  conclusion  that  an  entirely  new  type 
ground  cocbat  organization  is  required.  It  night  also  force  then  to 
work  out  a  basic  doctrine  for  the  enploynent  of  atonic  weapons  in 
land  warfare,  not  as  weay  ms  of  opportunity,  but  as  the  nain  source 
of  shock  power,  not  as  something  to  exploit  the  power  of  the  in.'antry 
but  as  something  whose  power  the  infantry  night  exploit.* 

Vhen  anyone  gets  to  this  point  in  a  discussion  of  the  implications 
*of  atonic  w'eap.'jns  for  the  United  States,  Korea  and  Indo  China  are 
mentioned  euid  there  is  an  anvil  chorus  of  obiections  all  ending  with 
the  refrain:  we  can*t  afford  to  dissantle  our  conventional  military 
organizations  at  this  stage  and  rely  on  an  untried  weapons  system. 

One  could  list  these  objections  —  and  what  I  thinl:  are  fairly 
convincing  counter  arguments  if  space  were  available  —  but  all  this 
rhetoric  w-ill  noL  alter  the  fact  that  a  great  technological  revolution 
is  pushing  us  in  the  direction  of  advanced  weapons,  whether  we  like  it 
cr  not.  w'e  isist  consider  the  advantages  as  well  as  the  risks  involved. 
As  for  relying  on  "untried  weapons,”  it  is  helpful  to  racall  Bernard 
Broaie*s  observation  that  "all  weapons  are  untried"  as  far  as  atosdc 
warfare  is  concerned. 

There  are  reasons  to  believe  that  the  introduction  of  atomic 
weapons  into  ground  force  operations  will  offer  advantages  to  the 
United  States  and  to  our  Allies.  ¥e  have  shown  in  the  past  a 
remarkable  aptitude  for  solving  the  engineering  and  logistics  probleiss 

♦  It  say  be  worth  pointing  out  that  the  British  Defense  Ministry’s 
White  Paper  of  Februai^  1954,  speaks  of  esiploying  conventional 
forces  to  exploit  atonic  and  advanced  weapons  rather  than  the  other 
way  around. 
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oC  sGdera  var,  sheuld  ba  able  to  produce  laachines  which  would 
give  snail,  well-trained  atorac  ground  forces  a  Eobility  and  radius 
of  action  undreamed  of  in  World  War  II •  Such  ground  forces  could 
exert  a  fire  or  shock  power  dwarfing  that  of  arcy  groups  in  -“arlier 
days  without  being  burdened  by  vast  weights  of  high  explosives.  The 
mobility  and  radius  of  action  which  could  oe  achieved  by  investing 
this  saving  in  weight  in  new  machines  for  transporting  laen  and 
supplies  cross-country  should  be  great  enough  to  revolutionize  war 
plans.  If  we  free  ourselves  from  dependence  on  roads,  rcvenent  and 
surprise  will  be  restored  to  the  tettlefield.  Being  -specialists  in 
confusion,  we  should  not  be  the  ones  to  worry  if  the  old  fasdliar 
'.'ar  of  lines  disappears  in  the  interaction  of  widely  dispersed  sssall 
units.  »e  do  not  have  to  insist  on  wooden  and  rigid  controls,  me 
can  trust  our  people? 

Since  no  one  knows  what  fore  end  character  ground  force  opera¬ 
tions  will  take  in  the  day  of  atomic  plenty,  it  is  highly  desirable 
that  sonething  be  done  to  reduce  the  delay  involved  in  finding  out. 

In  the  absence  of  knowledge  and  lacking  the  resources  of  the 
operations  analyst,  one  cust  begin  by  resorting  to  speculation.  This 
speculative  effort  sight  well  be  divided  into  two  phases.  In  the 
first  phase,  an  attempt  should  be  cade  to  establish  the  organizational 
requireiaents  of  a  ground  combat  unit  capable  of  esg>loying  atoisic 
weapons  and  having  in  addition  as  ssany  of  the  following  capabilities 
as  possible:  (1)  rapid  saoves^nt  across  terrain  (2)  air  transport¬ 
ability  (3)  iiaxisiaia  dispersion  and  radius  of  action  {4)  operation 
in  a  flankisss  frontless  war  (5)  expending  its  own  atordc  weapons 


with  isinizmin  delay  on  air  and  ground  targets  in  its  area  {6}  close 
cooperation  with  tactical  air. 

If  all  these  capabilities  cannot  be  built  into  a  single  new 
organization,  and  it  is  unlikely  that  they  can,  then  the  best 
cosproznise  possible  should  be  accepted.  Once  a  concat  unit  designed 
exclusively  for  atosnc  operations  has  been  devised,  one  can  aove  to 
the  second  phase  during  which  efforts  should  be  rade  to  play  frontles 
and  flankless  caxape  ,ns  in  cap  exercises  and  v:ar  gaces  in  the  environ 
xoent  of  atonic  plenty.  2f  nothing  else  presents  itself  one  could 
begin  with  Ho3r2el*s  caapaigns  of  noveaber  1911  and  June  1942  in  the 
¥estem  Desert.  These  exercises  would  show,  I  think,  the  need  for 
a  cocaand  structure  which  can  keep  track  of  a  battle  of  confusion  and 
which  will  allow  decisions  to  expend  atoiDic  zsuniti  OuS  to  i>5  at 

the  lowest  echelon  possible.  They  scay  also  show  that  a  start  on  the 
tactical  air  suonort  problec  cannot  be  aade  until  after  the  nature 
of  the  ground  force  atociic  imits  ana  the  doctrines  governing  their 
eaoloysent  have  been  worked  out. 

Ground  force  officers  should  not  be  discouraged  by  the  sagnitude 
of  the  overall  problea,  frightening  though  it  isay  sees.  Fortunately 
there  are  limted  segments  of  the  overall  problea  which  say  be 
handled  seierately.  Fortunately  also  they  are  in  the  general  areas 
in  which  the  United  States  has  shown  special  ^:ill  in  the  past.  If 
soiaeone  coiild,  for  exasrole,  devise  a  target  acquisition  and  fire 
control  systea  which  would  give  our  atosic  cosfoat  units  the  capacity 
to  bring  their  shock  power  to  l«ar  on  a  target  area  a  few  Canutes 
faster  than  the  eaeny  can,  that  alone  might  decide  the  outcome  of  a 
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J  future  cajspai^n  —  or  war.  Siiallarly  thec4>?rfectioR  of  a 

m  ^ 

1 

j| cosEitmications  system  which  would  be  20  percent  sore  dependable, 
faster  than  that  of  the  eneay,  and  inpervious  to  counter  iseasures, 
f| sight  have  the  sase  value.  There  is  also  the  field  of  casiouflage 
and  concealment,  together  with  provisions  for  misleading  the  enecy 
las  to  the  location  of  our  own  units. 

I  Little  is  to  be  gained  by  dealing  with  the  atomic  weaoons 

S  ."3  V  => 

I 

tproblem  as  if  it  were  the  principal  cause  for  inter-service  rivalries.' 
ilior  is  tnei^  mch  to  be  happy  about  in  dwelling  on  the  limitations 
'of  an  air  atonic  strategy,  unless  the  oi^anization,  equipraent,  ai.d 


doctrine  exists  for  the  effective  enploynent  of  atonic  weapons  in 
.  tactical  operations.  Above  all  it  is  not  helpfdl  to  isply  that  one 
strategy  or  arr  of  tre  service  somehow  is  convinced  that  csn  are  not 
^  important  in  war.  Sir  L'inston  Churchill,  after  a  lifetime  of  study 
land  perticapation  in  cilitary  natters,  snirmed  ur  the  r-roblezn  when, 
receiving  the  Chesney  Gold  Kedal  from  the  Eoyal  United  Service 
I Institution  in  July  1?50,  he  said: 

I 

S;  "You  crnr.ot  help  rien  who  have  had  experience  and 

i  handled  ratters,  after  ten  or  fifteen  years  of  neace 

f  having  rooted  in  their  jsinds  the  strong  Imoressions 

I  which  they  derived  from  the  actual  conduct"  of  operations 
in  the  field-  That  is  of  the  greatest  value  because,  in 
I  the  rein,  war  consists  of  the  sane  tunes  played  thru 

the  ages...  But  it  is  of  the  utssost  consequence  that, 

)  besides  cherishing  the  fruits  of  experience,  everyone *s 
Eind  should  bs  open  to  the  ceaseless  and  almost  baffling 
I 

i 
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rapidity  ox  xhe  cnazigas  whicn  science  xs  i;itii~uuwu4.aag 
into  the  whole  field  of  war,  into  every  aspect  of  it... 

"Above  all  we  have  this  intruder  —  the  air,  which 
has  shoved  its  way  in  and  continues  to  push  forward  in 
a?JL  directions. •.until  a  lot  of  people  begin  to  think 
that  there  is  only  one  pebble  on  the  beach.  That  would 
be  going  too  far  because  I  am  quite  sure  of  this,  that 
when  all  modern  science  has  been  exploited  and  employed, 
and  when  all  the  worst  that  can  be  done  has  been  done  in 
seme  terrible  encounter,  which  pray  God  may  never  occur, 
but  if  it  should  be  so,  still  the  life  of  nations  will 
depend  on  the  spirit,  the  courage  of  their  race  and  of 
their  s^n  and  women.  ••  ^hi^  will  he  the  final  decider 
of  the  life  of  nations,  whether  in  a  civilized  or  a 
i^baric  world." 

Since  nothing  clarifies  ideas  more  effectively  than  an  attempt 


to  set  them  forth  in  writing,  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  a  number  of 
ground  force  officers  and  men  will  express  their  ideas  in  print  about 
the  problems  of  ground  atomic  operations.  That  is  the  way  that 
weaixjns,  organization  and  doctrine  have  evolved  in  the  oast.  As 
Kr.  Norman  correctly  indicated:  "the  Army  can  offer  no  glittering 
promises  in  the  dirty  business  of  war,"  but  it  can  speed  the  day 
when  alternative  atomic  strategies  and  policies  nay  be  possible.  It 
can  do  this  best  by  analyzing  the  organization  and 

doctrine  of  ground  forces  in  the  day  of  atomic  plenty. 


